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.‘In five junior high ﬁgboq}s and five senior high schooks located in Utah, four

Nkl

gfbﬁys”vf’fzg;hers were identified: .(a) a group nominated by the principal as.
. o - . . . L

v

most effective; (b) a»ﬁroup‘Qbminated by the current students as their favorite -

3

LY
oy

. teachers; (c) -a group noﬁgﬁated by. graduates as having taught them the most} gna

I/'| - { ) - k . .

(d) a controihgroyp selecfed raqdbmly from the géhaining teachers.
- ’ . ' 3 N * . - ~. .
The teachers: in these four.groups were\:;SIUated by thegselveé, by their prin-

cipals, anﬁ'gy their S;ﬁden;s using'%valuatidhliﬁstruments adapted by the researcher. °

< 8

Mean scores for each group Qere~compared-to determine if the teachers of #ny par-

[

lticulaq—group weré,?ated as beipé'moSt effegtive qging-standard evalu#tiﬁe'pto—
cedures. The ch;racteristics possessed by the teacﬁers in each group ;ere identi-
Vfied'by use of p.teacher self-desériﬁtion form éréated by fheﬁinvestigator._

* This Qt@dy Qgs partly designed to inveétigate ;gétheg}the "voting method" was ;
@ suitable technique for identifying the most effective teachers and to test the

hypothésis that several “judges' of effective teaching would nominate different’

- teachers as being the most effective. This studf\yas also designed to provide a

”A(«

rationale which might explain why the teachers in the various grouﬁg appealeddEb
different judges.and to provide clues which might serve as a basii/for further
investigatfgn'of’the question of who is the best judge of effective teaching.

. &

g . '
Use ofi'the 'Voting Method'' in Nominating the Most Effective Teachers.

. Teachers were nominated by the students, graduates, and principals. The
. \ .

¥
stulents were asked to complete a short questionnaire listing thelr three favorite

]

o

! .

T
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teachers in order of how well téey liked'them. A first-rankéd'teacher a%é K
“ Y \a L, - , - --.~ ’
) given three points, a second~ranked teacher two points, and a third:ranked e

h i -

teacher one point. A tabulation was made of the total number of points given f' L.
-~ RPSERY ] )

each teacher in the schéol and the- teachers placed in rank order. The graduates

3 o K . £

wefé asked to complete'a,short~questionnaire which,asked them to-lisﬁ.the three'.

i

/}eachers under whom rhey had learned the most in their junior or sedior hfgh

h
’.

L / school eXperience in order of how much they had been taught. The principals
/ ) . T
were asked to list their ten top teachers in_order of. their effectiveness.- ) '

b . - . R
The ten schools were of different sizes. An attempt wag made to survey all

of the students in attendance on'a given day in the voting for favorite ‘teacher. °
¥ . . -

For the graduate sample,.thé same students in the senior high schools who were
o

being asked about thi; favorite teachers were also polled about the teachers in

-

‘junior high school #&nder whom they had learned the most. If a junior high school
. L]

fed a senior high school which was not participating in the study, then permission :

v A

was requested ‘to ask a large sample of high school students to complete justbthat

part of the questionnaire which asked about their junior high school teachers. In

\

the larger senior high schools participating in the study, an effort was made to poll

« -+ by mail at least half .of the gradanEs of the immediate past school year. In the

f
smaller senior high schools, an effort was made to poll all of the graduates.
i
Rank—Order Correlation Coefficients Among the ThréeﬂGroups.

v ,~".,
: ‘ U
Rank-order correlatfon coefficientsabeé%een.the‘principal's ranking and the =~ .

students' ranking, between the principaB“}AE?hkihg and the graduates' ranking, and
. q‘ \ . .

- ¥ :.L ‘: .‘;> . -
between the students' rapkk;& and %%e gr&ﬁuates' ranking were computed for each of the
! 1
five junior high schools and the five s$n§br high schools.

¢




» It ‘was found that, by using the voting method " different judges were truly

nominating different teachers. : The rank-order correlation coefficients obtained

. . ’ - ¢

X were fairly low ‘at. the junlor high school level (.24 for principal and students,

L4 L)

.50 for principal and graduates, and - 02*for/sthdents and graduates) and very low
- | 'd
at the senioﬁ high school level (-. .99 for ,pripcipal and students, .10 for prin-.

: h. cipal Qnd graduates,.and .07-for students and graduates). .

P .
S ‘ :
. -
” .

,It seems a litqle unusual-that the rank-order correlations were,hjgher for the
.Afjunior high schoolsﬁthan for the senior, high schools.’ Perhaps this.difference

"might be. due to theafact that Junior high schools are usually smaller than~senior .
- ‘high schoéls and,~cOnsequently,.the principals of thé Juniot high schools had

'fewer teachers fromhwhom to select the best teachers, thereby increasing the like--
i

) lihood of also choosing those teachers whom the students and graduates favored

-— . - ’

- Another possible explanation might be because of having fewer téachers, the prin-

cipals of the junidr high schools get to know their teachers better than do the

principals of the Senior high schools.

-‘

-t

At both the junior and sénior school. level, ' the rank—order correlations wvere

'
’
-

highest for the rankings between the principals and graduates. This finding would

seem to suggest thatlthese judges were probably using the most similar criteria

wi thi which to rate the teachers._'Since the correlations between the rankings of
k) <

the principals and students were lower, it would seem that those qualities which

help make a teacher a favorite with, the students were not considered by principals v //.

- /‘
as being qualities which make the teacher most. eﬁfective in thelr eyes. Graduates ,/

and principals were seeing more nearly ' eye-to-eye than were current students /

and principals. ' C - . : r

K
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‘It 1is. noticeable that gradua{es and current students were quite far apart in
their judgements ‘of teachers. Sihcebthey.rated their teachers so differently, the

question naturally arises as’'to whether students and graduates were using different .

® o . PN
. oo F

evaluative crifefia.or whether the difference wéé due to how the voting, was.con- .
chfed. To help answer this question, in one junior highlschonl and in dne-senior'

high school, both the sﬁhdents and graduates were asked, "Who are your favorite
teachers?" and "“Who taught you the most?" "
. ’ - A . <

It was found that the rank-order correlations im?roved dramaﬁically when
students and graduates were ‘both responding to the same question about their égachers.
Eicept-for the cbmparisons QiEh the 7th.and 8th‘graders' "favorite"\aﬁd "taugﬂf most "
teachers.at the:ju .or high 1eve1, all of the correlation coeffigignts wgré reasonably
rhigh The graduates gree tost closely with the seniors at the senior high school

level and with the 9th grader& at the junior high school. The 12th graders. hewever,

agree.more closely with\the 10th and 11lth graders thaq do thé 9th graders with the
7th and 8th graders. The di;crepancy between "Favoriée” teachers and lF'Taught Most "
;eachers.apbears to decreasenas the students grow older. If seéms probable that - .
the pergéective from which students judge their te;chers changéé considerabl} f%Pmé

the time they start-in 7th and 8th grade ahd the time they graduate from high school.

gginc;pals'AEvaluétiogg_gf.jggshg£§ in the Four Groups.

As an independent validity check on- the \'voting" procedures and to- see which
groups would rate well with principéls, the :)achers in all fodr groups were
evaluated by the school principal. In completing his evaluation, the principal did

not know the group identity of any teachers except, perhaps, those he himself had

hd ) . M , ‘
Y .
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. . S o ' /
nominated for groﬁp.ggen Naturally it would be expected that those'Teachers he

.

had nominated himself would fare very well in hi; evaluations. 'It was found that

.

f
the teachers in- group one did fare .the best(fs expected The mean ‘of 18, 67 out of
; a total possible of 20, DO at the junior high school level and the mean of 18.95 at -
the senior high school level was the highest in both instances. B
r ‘ ! ;

It might slso betexpected that the control group, sincq they were chosen from
R

r

teachers,not nominated by principals, students, or graduates, sould be rated lowest,

and they were, for both the junior and senior high school levels. The mean score’

L

for the teachers in group fOur at the junior high school level was 14, 87 and for _

-
ry

the senior high school level was 14'23

s

The combined means for the total sample were 18, 84 for group one, 16, Sl for

group two, 17. 27 for group three aoﬂ 14 49 for group four. It 18 Epteresting to
4

note that the principals rated the teachers in group three, those nominated by

graduates, consistently higher than they did the teachers in group two, those nomi-

\

nated by current students. There were no exceptions at the junior high school level

‘e

and only one exception»at.the senior high schopl level. This finding is in agree-
; Pl 1 ,

ment with the rank-order correlations-reported'prevgously which found the principals -

[4 .
[

agreeing more with graduates than with current students. - e
\ .

5
e

An analysis of variance using the MAD computer routine was completed to ex-
. . * .

amine the following variables: L (level of school, junior or senior high, school),

H

S (school, with five different schools'at each level), G (group, with four groups \
'total), ‘and R (rating, the first being the principals score and the second the .}

teachers ‘own self-rating score) ., This analysis found only two terms to be sig—

nificantly different, G and GR. The F-ratios for G and GR were&significant at the
. . . - . ) . \,{ ) 5
‘ . N : = .
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17 level of confidence. Consequently, fhese terms were singled out for single

’

VAdegree~of freedom contrasts. The.firﬁg_analysis combined the principals ratings -
and the t?achers self-ratings and compared the adjusted mean (18 056) fox group
one with the adjusted mean (15, 472) for grqup four'(control group), tne adjusted

‘ﬂmean for group two (16 669) with the adjusted mean (15.472) for group four, and
the adjusted mean for group three (17 046) with\the adjusted mean. (15.472) for

N group four. The F-ratios obtained, were “a11! significant at the 1% level of con-

fidence. A further analysis indicated that much of the difference in the ad-
‘ . /
* { H
justed means was due to the principals Tatings even more than the teachers'

.
4

self-ratings. C . : . . » ;

'

‘The principals evaluations® of the teachers in groups one, two, and three all

_‘
¥

differed significantly, at the 1% level of confidence, from the principals’ evalu—

~

ations of the teachers in group four, the control gr/np. Furthermore, there were

’ no siginificant differences in the evaluations given by junior and senior high
’ & 7 ) -

school” principals or by the princfpat\of one school when compared with the prin-

“~ ,‘
IS

) cipal of another, "

an

! . R

. ~In looking "at the sub;scales, the J:achers in group two vere given higher ratings

A ~
by the principals than the teachers in group three on only one scale, relations with ,

-

‘ <A
students, On this one sub-scale, they were not only rated higher than the teachers
[ :

in group three, they were even rated slightly higherothan the teachers in group one.
On all the other sub-scalagrlgubject-matter competence, appropriateness of assign-
ments and academIC‘expectdg‘ na"’ﬁnd overall classroom effectiveness, group-three

teachers were rated higher‘ﬁhadlgroup-bwo teachers. Judging from the principals

p spective, it may be poe%ihlg ?hat the students are listing those’ teachers as their
O A\
favorites who have developed good relationships with them regardless of other factors.,

A - i . R
. . vy -

. ! i v s 7 " “ 7“ ,E
) ] . . - ’ ",!;ﬁ‘,’
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Teachers' Self-Evaluations in the Four Groups. ‘ ‘ . - .
Each teacher was asked to evaluate himself using the same rating instrument

given to the school principalsl The teachers in group.ghree rated themselves the

[ ]
highest with a mean score of l7 60; the teachers in group one the second highest >

N
'

with a mean score of 17. 39, the teachers in group two the third highest with a mean
score of 16 97, and the teachhrs in group four the lowest with a mean score of T

16.42.' Comparing these scores with the principals evalu‘tions, the teachers'
s

evaluations were more homogenious and the rank ordering of the teachers was dif-

[

<

- ferent, with groups oné and three being Interchanged,
\

As reported in the previous section, an'analysis of variance was completed

'
* 0

, B ‘ *
< which analyzed both the printipals' evaluatiors and the teachers' self-evaluations.

Since G (group/>and GR (group-rating interactidn) were highly Significant, a o

number of single degree- of freedom dontrasts were made to. hﬁlp interpret?this

L

finding. While the principals evaluations tended to heighten the- 4 ferences in_-;‘

* scores among the fourwgroups more than the teachers self—egaluations, the latter ¢ -

’
4 n!". ‘.‘- 4“;

were sufficiently varied\to find two differences which were significant The ' ~1.:f

, R { ’ . a
teacherS'in group three Tated themselves significantly higher than the teachers‘inx(

group four, the control group, at the 1% level .of confidence. The teachers inggroup
A : ‘ : . . . » - e Al

e '

-

one rated themselves sigzzﬁicantly higher t aﬁ tle’teachers in group four at tﬁéﬁ»

5% level 6f confidence.

significantly higher than the‘teacheﬁs

- l

ficiant.differences in the'seIf“egaluatio s of the teachers at the junior high ’
!

. A ‘ R
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It is noteworthy that. the teachers in group o saw themselves ag less com-
petent than did the principals, and the teachers in group four,vthe control group,

»

saw themselves as more competent than did the principals. The teachers'in groups

two and three also perceived themselves as s ighgly more competent than did the
principals, although these differences were too scmall to be significant.
It also .geems noteable that the teachers in group two rated\themselves highest
. on the second subscale, relations with students, just as did the principals in‘ >
their evaluations of these same teachers. The teachers self~evaluation gcore of
—
\>\73 on this subscale compares very clogely with the}principais {5core of 4, 62. . ’
4 Furthermofe, gsoup two teachers rated themselnes higher in this dimension of'

teaching competence than the teachers in the othe;:;%ree groups.: This one area

seems to .be their gtrong point and it does not appear to hav@ gone unrecognized
“

) Students Evaluations of Teachers in the Four Groug_ ,

L

All of the teachers in the sample were asked to allow the students in an; two

of their classes Lo evaluate them using a one—page, twenty-item evaludation form

I

,which the inveatigator adapted Seventv-%ight of: the eighty—eight senior high school
teachers, or 894,\agreed while only - thirty—f%ye of the sixty junior high school
teachers,uor 58%, agreed lf/is clearly evident ‘that the junior high school teachers

/
,“\wWere more hesitant to. allow student evaluations of their teaching than were the seniqr

—~

, high school teachefs - o T

The mean score ob aihedﬁbv the teacherg at the junior high school level were

. 1“

as “followgy Group 1, 3.85; Gtoup 2, 4.01; Group 3, 3.91; and Group 4, 3.75. «The

* mean scores obtained by the teachers at the senior high school level were as follows“

s, V -

' Group 1, 4, 24 Group 2 4,42 Group 3, 4.29; and Group 4, 4.10. \$ -
J | a . ‘ -
, : 9 .
L 3 .

(< . : / v ' ) » o . ; C \y .
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- ’ 1‘3" R '
, It can be seen that the teachers in gro I tw&ﬁ those nominated as favorfge '

K Coe
‘ *1 ,{fi‘c
teachers by the students, were in<%irst plage. Then came the teachers in group

\""J

- three, those ggminated by the gradu spr'gdhave taught them éhe mbst. Then came
r i ‘.«g« o - .. .
the teachers in group one,: those ho@!nated by the~principal as the most e fective
| a\

a\

* +

‘o . 9‘.‘;, ’ )

teachers. And fjiallv came the ténchers in group four, those assigned to the

control groub e same ranﬁLorder was found at both the junior and senior high

-school levels, although the séores were noticeably Higher, for the senior high -

- . s ,'/{‘

. v [ N,
school teachersh . ) ) .

] . Co, -

An analysis of variance using the MAD computer routind was dompleted.to-ex—
] .o . : 5

L
¢

- (
EN

> -

amine the following variables L (level onschool junior or senior‘high school),
S (school with five diffenent schools' at each level), and G (group, with four grpups
total.) This a§§i§815 found al;lthree variables, Lj S, and G to.be/;ignificang.' L
was already a single degree—of—freedom contrast and the investigator was not in- -
.tere;ted in'learning which particular schools.had students who r;ted}their“teachers '

»
<

y// higﬂer\than students in other schools.’ Consequently, only G was singled out for
" . lad
further single degree—of~freedom contrasts. These contrgsﬁs showed that the students .

rated the teachers in group two significantly higher than they rated the teacﬁers in -
RN * -

group four, the ‘control group, at the 1% level of confidence.‘ They alsd rated the
teachers 1in grbup three significantly higher than they rated the teachers in grohp
four at the 5% level of confidence. But thex;failed to fate the teachers in group

one significa tly higher than they rated'the teachers in group /ﬁuf ) =
N J- .
*Since L was sﬁgnifi&;nt at t?e l/ level ‘of confidence, it is obvious that the

;e venior high school teachers were eval ated more generously by their students than :,

» -~

were the junior’hrgh school teachers. udging\from the reluctance shown by the - 1
junior high ‘school teachers to participate in this phase of the research
. - ¥ . . :
A . ) " , ° oA AN !
. ', . f]" .
) 10 - .




A

evaluatioq ~. ' C

. < . .
I \ . . " . ‘ N
N B : . c

it would appearsﬁygt the junior higH school teachers are alread aware of' this
g i ‘ -

R TR ' {

tendency oIy gg astudents to evaluate them ‘more harshly and which may well‘

: . - “‘aﬁ'-% "?" : - . o
) 'cter in the refusal of so many to participate in the students' '

- \
‘ ,;” \ .-,

-have'been

~r

- ' \

Co@p_risoJL Among the Three Evaluations of Teacherg» - ! T
-3 ' s,‘ . A
'It_seems rither significant that each '"judge" of effective teaching,'the

. .o . * Y, ’ L4 ! 1
printipals; the teachers themselves, and the studpnts, gave preferencg to a

\ \

different:group of,teachers when using objective-evaluative criteria.* This find-

£ ( ) ’

ing' would appear to validate ‘the previously reported low. rank—order correlation

.coefficients found by using the 'voting method" and the earlier conclusion that -
different judges of effective teaching truly do,nominate different teachers. . T

N ( .
fhe teachers in group three rated themselves the highest; and the

Interestingly, the principals rated the teachers in group one thz highest,

) . )
dents rated
J

the teachers in group two the highest‘ The only clear agreement was that no judge '

&

rated the teachers in group four, the control group, the highest. . i

Al o

It 1is perhaps significant that, ‘of fhese three judges of effe&Kive teaching,_

the principals, the teachers, and students, only one judge, the principals, tended

kO spread out the, ratings very much from high to/low. '

Characteristics Possessed by Teachers in the Four Groups. -

\

An attempt was made to identify some distinguishing characteristics possessed

by teacheds in the four groups. A five page, 460-item questionnaire (Teacher Self .

Description Form) was sent R\ each . of the 148 teachers in the sample. Only two -

-

teachers, both at the sen&or high schqol 1level, failed to respond. Two teachers
at the junior high~school level also failed to respond but did SO early'in thelb
study so there was time to gelect alternates who did respond So, a to:al ofA146

\teachers, or 992 of the total sgpple, completed the questionnaire.

~N.

SV 11 e

s b



The results were. summarized by group for each of the following areas: .‘ -

L3N

(1) Classroom Management and Discipline, (2) Motivational Techniques, (3) v
. ~ : .

. Teaching Methods, 4) Evaluation and Grading, (5) Value Education, (6) Per~
BERE Y
} sonal Activities and Accomplishmenbs, (7) Personal Beliefs, and. (8) Personal o

.. .-,\\
Attributes. TheBe summaries were used to provide a rationale which might ex-
- t K - /*‘,
plain why the ,teachers in the various groups -appealed to the different judges\

' of teaching effectiveness. S S

. . A S
. A Rationale for the Teachers in- the Three Groups Which Explains Their Appealing
.to the Different Judges of Effective Teaching . \vh _ '

2 .op i .

. A clear rationale(was found which explains why "the teachers in group two .)

v

%

- would appeal to the students who listed them as their "favorite" teachers. When -

compared to the other teachers in the sample, these teachersdgeported themselves

{28 more experimental, patient, gentle, pleasant, democratic, flexible, and in--
.~ ] . . ' ’ - - )
formal than theeothers. When compaii; to what -the other teachers did, they

. . »

-

more strongly aimed to broaden student. activities to include things other than
reading, writing, and lfstening; tried to make their classes student—cértered

rather than teacher dominated; joked frequently with their students; knew the

°

-

names of all of - their students and greeted them outside of class, used a relaxed
v -~ 4
conversational style® in their teaching, used a lot more student praise and en-

' couragemensfthan negative feedback and criticism, _asked students for their opinions

before makﬁ' important class decisions‘\tried to make learning "fun' for their
A ¥

students, encouraged theirvstudent “to help make' the class rules, reinforced

» - ¢

'W

desirable Btudent ‘behavior with praise or other rewards but. usually ignored un=

. v .
. . C o L v \ - -~

d%sirable behavior; used a few games*and contests to motivate and interest their

«\ S}

P g . '
students;’ possessed a strong interest in sportS' possessed awards and/or ,special

- ~
. - 7




< ‘ / .
.on o l “ .
> _."’1’-_;'" e, L. T .
recognis&on in areas other ‘than teéching. had a background of varied and ‘ex~ Tl

.“. -\
t%nsive traveI, tended to favor open claaarooma’ over traditional clasarooma "
¥
bélieved that teachers should try to bring about needed " ocial reforma”cin 8O- .
\\, ’
cletys belieVed that it will be poaaible someday to aci\ ifically measure

teacﬁ?ng effectiveneal. believed that the teacher should be quite original in what

ia said and done in the claaaroom, and-believed that educators ahould drasti!ally

¢

change the traditional grading system., Most of these personal qualitiea and teaching
behaviors would atronglK appeal to the typical atudent. Add to this description
the fact that principals evaluated theae teachers 80 ¢ highly on aub—acale two, re-

lationa with gtudents, and the fact that the teachers 3190 rated themseIVea 80

highly in this eame area: These evaluationa-and;the{aboyeementioned comparative '

“ description of the teachers in group two.nrovidea an ekplanation’as to why they

i

oo ' 4 * '
were nominated as ''favorite teachers" by the studenta.,'

-
i

imilarly, there Zlao seems to be A cleag-rationale which explaina why the

e P

4

’ dy.
e hers in group three would nppenl to ﬁhc graduates who lieted them aa the

4 ’ P B

teachers w'h)»f taught them the most ." When. compared to the other teachera i the’ f'?

sample, theae teachers reported’ themselvea as more conciae, fair, friendly, firm,

Q

-cbnfident, deliberate, systematic, outgoing, obaervant. intereating, loving, de-

pendable, endoved with a high 1.q., endowed wlth a good q..ﬂe of humor, a good
+
public apeaker one who likea to teach, phyaﬂcally attrnctiva, und endowed with:
. ~ SR - ', \.
& good perBOnality thnn the othere.,.When compared to what ‘other teachers did v they

. i .’ "

,'.(‘
> more strongly reatatéd student queﬁtiona or eomments to help clarify for the entire

L] v o

clusa, uaed the resulta of atudent teata to plnn for future learning activitiea,

‘

‘foatered Btudent inquiry by asking thought—provoking questions rather than recall

questiona. focuaed the attentLon of atudonts on’what they .helieved to be the critical

"". " . . i "\’r
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attributes of a topic or relationship; invited students to criticize the teachers'

ideas. and to express their.own feelings and opinions; often allowed ‘students a
choice in selecting from a number‘oé\possible assignments; gave at least two

student homework assignments per week; believed'that they were generous in ap-
praising the’motives of their students, governed with as few rules as possible;

insisted upon a: work orientation in'the classroom with a minimum of noise and con-

i A
- e

©

fusion; commended students freqdentlv’dnd blamed them very seldom, gave descriptive,

> ‘-.

specific commendations rather]than undescriptive, general commendations; called
\

sattention to the ‘more interesting activities which students will be required to

do during the veeks ahead; focused student attention on the lesson by using pic-

.

tures, personal{incidents, stories, news items, etc.; pqsed questions‘which are

thought-provoking to stimulate student interest;.gave mostly ‘objective-type"

examinations; checked carefully to-seeuthat there i8genuine consistency between

their exams and the intended learning outcomes for their students, helped theif
students to build good gelf- images bv setting realistic goals, tried to help their
'students .behave 1in ways, "which are both moral and responsiblc, possesscd a stfong

'interest in reading, possessed a strong interest in mqaic, painting, and “the a%ts

- e v
. 5o
- [ -

‘fh general, possessed a. stTong interest in curreﬁt events; exercised regularly to

' help maintain ‘their physical fitness, had paronts or other family embers who are

s

"2ftenqhers, favored the use of performancp tontracting” in g;adthg students;. and

N N
Yy «f

'hetichd that teaching is more 'scionce, tHaq art. Add to this description the

-fact that rhe teachera in group three eanudted themselves the highest of all the

teachers on the teacher selfﬁevaluation form. They have a good self-image and possess

‘personnl qualities and teaching behaviors which would help students to learn a good
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deal and might-serve to explain why the graduates nominated these teachers as

those under whom they have 'learned the most.” ' -

A

Since the teachers in group four were selected at random from the teachers

not nominated by principals, current students,ior graduates, it was not surpri-

-

sing to find them faring rather poorly in the comparison with the other teachers,

but,it was a real surprise to the investigator to find the teachers in group one
¢ _ .
also faring so poorly in the comparison. There doesn't seem to”be any sort of

clear rationale to explain why the teachers in this group appealed so strongly
¢

)

to the prlncipals who nominated them as their best teachers. Ehe most that can
l( “'

be sgaid is that they were consistently ''humble'" in refusing to claimlfor them-
selves any of the descriptive 'virtués' implied in the questionnaire. In com-
paring their responses to the responses of the other teachers, they did say they \\

more strongly‘devoted themselves to tutoring students'having‘difficulty; helped

their students ito develop talents and skills in their classes other_than*"academic;"
[
had students coming ‘to them for help and advice not dlréitly,relatep to the course;

permitted students to sit where they choogéi used their own silence to call at-
tention, to stidents who are talking when they should be quiet; permitted students
to talk with each other for some of the time; gave A and B grades to more than 50%

e of their studehfg, and believed that "teaching machines' should be available in. the e
Junior and senior high schools. .This,composite description from the questionnaire p

F)

data does not seem to provide‘a clear rationale which’might explain qhy.the‘teékﬁékp,”u

in group one appeal so strongly to the“principals. On the selﬁerhluation form,

the teachérs in group one rated themselgés the second highest, just under the

£

teachers in group three, so even.the "extra humility" explanation 18 not ‘congistent:

- 1 5 - . . ‘:)-, . | . Q :'I '..-l;‘" [ ‘ ‘ ‘\
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with all .of the facts. Further study is definitelyrneeded to find a reasonable -/
. \\ . ) ~ /, .
rationale for group-one teachers which’might cbrregpandwwith'thefrationales ‘ /

found for the teachers in groups tLo and three. ﬁ“ : o/

Using the Teacher Self—Description Form as a Second Self-Evaluation Form. ' //

Since almost all of thefq;'nt&onnairegitems were in the positive directi7h

‘

and reflected good teaching practices and desirable personal qualities,~the.re— ﬂj_- R

searcher decided to use 156 of the 160_questionneire items to serve aa;a.second,'

.o
w

seif—evaluation form. It was obserued that group—three teachers rated themselves

the highest on 82 items, group-tWo teachers rated themselves the highest on 37

! e

items, ' group-one teachers rated themselves the highést on 18 items, and group-four L

i

teachers rated themselves the highest on 19 items.. It Was further observed that

. ¢
F—-

group—three teacherh tated;themselves the lowest on on1y.19 items,_group—two,teachers
R . ) . ‘

. L ,
rated themselves the lowesglbn 44 {items, group-one teachers\raﬁbd themselves the

lowest on 46 items, and group-four teachers rated themselves the louest on 47
items. < ’ .
"Allowing the questionnaire items to serve in this manner as a second self-

evaluation form, it is clear that the teachers in- group three definitely yieﬂgdéw.

ot e . RO
themgelves as the most superior by a considerable margin, the teachers_in group

¢

two as. the next .most superior,.and the teachers in groups one and four as being

L tied approximately for the .least supcrior. In fact, this analysis might we11 sup—

~ port a working hypothesis that, of the three judges of effective teaching. the

principals, "the students, and . the graduates, the gfaduates are‘the best judge of

" A4

effective teaching.
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‘ ummary of‘;g(e' Findings.._“ ’ . - ’f"o .- oo . S
) "By ”sing,the "voting method " different ”judge@” 'f effective teaching vere’
e
found&;&

; .nominatT-different teachers with very low rank*orﬂer correlations being
' . " R ’ N !
obtaingg,among‘thgb;op ten teachers in each of the three groups (excluding ‘the

.""
! - -’ .

control ‘group) in each sc‘hool.' ' . ?@ '- o -
e 7",‘ . . Lo ". N -‘ ‘v
,Q;,§~:qﬁylusing“standard-evaluative instruments, différent judges 1were also found

e

to favOr a different group of teachers. The - principals rated the téachers iﬂ group

"one (those nominated by principals themselves) the highest, the teachers in group

-

three (chose nominated by the graduates) rated themselves the highest, and the :

studehts rated, the. teachers in group two (those nominated by the students) the

e

e;highest. The only clear agreement was that no judge rated the teachers in group V
- l

;four (the control group) the highest."~ ' o -

These findings were seen as partially validating the results of the voting

,ethod”,as used in this study for nominating the most effective teachers. = "

. o

5&( sl .v~i‘A O

vsing the teacher ‘self- description form, a fairly ‘ciear rationale was '

P,’_

;found to eXplain why the teachers in groups two and three appealed to -the students o

and graduates. However a similar rationale was not found to explain why group—

one teachers appealed so strongly to the school principals.

o

Some evidence was also. found to support a tongue—in—cheek" hypothesis that,

e
(..
‘of the three "judges" in the study-—principais, current students, and graduaties,

~the graduates are the‘hest judge of effective teaching. however,.this evidence

~ was based upon questionnaire data and not upon difeét~obsérvation.‘.Additional,
etudy;'therefore, is needed to test Such a hypothesis. .- = Y
L : : : @ o O




